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Response to Comments 
Site 88 Draft Remedial Investigation 
MCB Carno Leieune, North Carolina 

Introduction 
The punpose of this document is to address comments to the Draft Remedial Investigation 
for Site 88, Operable Unit No. 15. The North Carolina Department of Environmmt and 
Natural Resources (NCDENR) and the United States Envhmmental Protection Agency 
(UmA) provided the romments listed. The r e s m  to conunents are provided in bold. 
Following acceptance of these responses, the document will be revised and provided as 
Final 

Ginny Henderson - North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Comments dated December 18,2006 
spsci?icConrl~en& 
1. The water table was not c o n t o d  in Figure 313 for the very deep aquifer. l lw text for 

this section (page 3-5) stated, "The spacing of the wells is h d f k k n t  to determine the 
groundwater flow pattern for this aquifer." DWQ believes that the spacing of the wells 
is adequate for contouring. 

Whilst it may be technically possible to contour the data from the three monitoring 
wens screened within the vety deep aquifer, the alignment of these wells is not 
optimal for contouring purposes. Therefore, any interpretation of the data from these 
wells would be questionable. Consequently, it is recommended that Figure 3-13 be 
revised to indude an arrow indicating the "approximate direction of groundwater 
flow". 

2. On page 41, in Section dl, in the second sentence, the "of" between depths and ranging 
should be removed. 

Accepted 

3. On page 53, the report states, "The PCE reported in MW19DW (2.4 pg/L) appears to be 
an isolated instance. MW-19DW is located more than 1,600 feet southwest. of the former 
building 25 location." Dws this mean that there is another source of contamination in 
this location that needs to be investigated? 

The available information suggests that the detection of PCE in a sample collected 
from MWl9DW is related to the release at Building 25. The text will be modified 
accordingly. 

4. The dissolved contaminant pl- appears to be undelineated vertically and the very 
deep pIume in unMineated horizontally (Figure 5-5). 

As dehiled in the technical memorandum entitled Investi~ation of Deep Groundwater 
Imprrcts at Site 88 dated January 8,2007 to the Fartnehg Team, multi-port sampling 
devices will be installed at depths ranging from 100 to 200 ft below ground surface in 
three monitoring wells to better delineate the contaminant extent. The findings of 
this phase of investigation w11 be reported in the Feasibility Study. 
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Randy McEhreen - North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Comments dated January 17,2007 
Specllac Comments 
1. Table 6-1 and other search results mdicate that the Solubility of PCE is  between 

137,OOOug/l and 150,Omg/L Why was Un,,OM) ug/l used for the l0 ,W ug/L (5 Percent 
of the solubility of FCE) calculation of the PCE comentra€ion as discussed in the fourth 
paragraph on Page EEQ? Should we be using lower concentrations for establishing the 
presence of DNAPL PCE at our Sites? 

The PCE solubility value is 150,000 &,which is refereneed in Table 6-1. Therefore, 
the sentence "PCE concentrations in excess of 10,000 &L (5 percent of the solubility 
of PCE), as reported for several Site 88 wells, may indicate the presence of DNAPL 
PCE." will be replaced with "PCE concentrations in excess of 7,500 pglL (5 percent of 
the solubility of F'CE), as reported for several Site 88 web, may indicate the presence 
of DNAPL PC&'' 

2. The second paragraph under the Human Health Risk Assessment heading an page E5-5 
states that "A detailed indoor air emission evaluation was not performed as part of this 
study..." A vapor i n e m  study of Building 25 and surrounding building was 
completed by the Base in uXM-2004. We may wish to include this fact in this Section of 
the report. 

An indoor air emission wduation was performed as part of the remedial 
investigation. The executive summary will be modified to include this information 

3. As we now larow the DPT data (15 - 55 feet bgs) and the Deep Monitoring Wells (80-85 
feet bgs) were not sufficiently deep to confirm the vertical depth of contaminated 
groundwater west of MdIUgh Boulward. See Figure 41. Please include some 
discussion of this fact in this and other Sections of the report and note that a Technical 
Memo detailing the plan has been submitted for review in 16 draft fonn 

D i s s i o n  of the on-going additional vertical extent delineation efforts will be added 
to appropriate sections of the report. 

4. The bottom of Page 5.9 and the top of page 5-10 discusses the ORP range "where 
duaive dechlohtian ocnus." Based on studies t b t  I have read, ideal Oxidation- 
Reduction Potential (OW) for methanogene& is in the range of -400 mV too less than - 
500 mV. 

Although ideal ORP for reductive dechlorination by methanogenesis may be less 
than or equal to -400 mV, reductive dechlorination can also occur under ferric iron, 
manganese, nitrate, and sulfate reduang conditions which may occur at ORP values 
ranging from 740 to -550 mV. 

5. The last sentence of the 5th paragraph on page 6-5 should be changed as follows: "It 
should be noted that DNAPL PCE [in the source area under and around former 
building 251 has been observed and treated under a separate NTCRA at the site." 

Accepted 



6. The second paragraph on paw 7-3 states that "A residential land use scenario is 
assumed to estimate the worsbewe exposure conditions, although it is highly unlikely 
that housing would be built on this site." The State disagrees with this statiernent. We 
all know that a plan is presently in place that would restrict the ccmstruction of 
residential housing or other sensitive xeceptos such as a day care center. 

However, presentiy tkwe is a Went ia l  barrads housing a l q e  number of Marines 
within 50 to 100 feet af the he 88 88 souroe, and the entire length of the groundwater 
plume is surmmded by bam&s on both sides. Even if a drinking water supply well 
were constructed wifhin a mile of this plume the high concentrations of the DNAPL 
could easily be drawn mto the drinking water well. This has been observed in drinking 
water wells at other sites wer distances of 6000 feet from the source plume. Please 
qualify the statement on page 7-3. 

Although constrnction of residential honsing may be restricted at the site, the use of a 
residential land use d o  for the haman health risk assessment assumes the wotst- 
case scenario exposum conditions and is a conservative assumption. 

7. The period or decimal in the last two sentences of the second paragraph on page 8-2 
should be change to commas (97,090 ug/L and 11,000 ug/L). 

Accepted 

8. The second paragraph on page 8-3 states that The  plume apperzrs to be migrating west, 
primarily within the ' ' "' te zone and to a lesser extent m the deep zone ..." Please 
qualify this statement. I am not arre that we have confirmed that the plume is migrating 
toa "Lesserextentinthedeepzone." 

The sentence "This plume appears to be migrating west, primarily within the 
intermediate zone and to a lesser extent in the deep zone, whkh ultimately discharges 
to the New Xiver." Will be replaced with "TI& plume appears to be migrating west 
within the intermediate and deep zones." 

9. The Summary and Recommendations Section 8.5 is incomplete. There is no discuseion of 
the undefined deep and very deep zone. Nor is there any discussion of the p h  to 
further deheate the deep or very deep zone of the plume. Please indude a &kcusdon of 
this information in the teport d in Seaion 8.5. 

Discussion of the on-going additional vertical extent delineation effoIts will be added 
to appropriate sections of the report 

10. Dave WIey with the NC Superfund Section will be reviewing the risk assessment 
information in this mport. His comments will be forwarded to the team after he 
completes them. 

This comment has been noted 



David Ulley - North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Comments dated Februw I, 2007 
specmccommeots 
1. Appendix F, Table 3; The 2L standard for ds-1.3dichloropropene is 0.19 uglL. Please 

comrt. 

The value of 0.19 ug/L will be used in Table 3. 

2. Appendix P: The exposure point concentration tables (Tables 3.1 to 3.3 RME according 
to Table 5) are not included m my copy of the report. Please submit for teview. 

Tables 3.1 to 3.3 are being submitted to the State fw review, and the tables will be 
included in the revised document 

3. Please submit al l  lab dab for renew. 

All lab data has been submitted to the Sate forreview. 

4. Because the items in comments 2 and 3, a full review of this risk assessment cannot take 
place. 

This comment has been noted. AU appropriate infomation has been provided to the 
State b r  review. 

5. Appendix F, Table 7: Region 9 provides an inhaIaiion RID for teh-achloroethene of IEM 
mdkg-day - 
The inhalation RfD for tehachloroethene cited by Region 9 will be included in the 
risk assessment. 

6. Appendix F, Table 5 The justScation for the event .time for industcial and construction 
workers is d e a r .  Was this supposed to be five 3-minute events (15 minutes or 0.25 
h m )  or was a justification made for a single 3-minute event (0.05 hours). Please 
explain. 

For the industrial and construction workers, it was assumed that they would contact 
groundwater by hand washing only. They were assumed to wash their hands 5 times 
per day (EV - Event Frequency of 5 events per day) for 3 minutes at a time (4- - 
Event Time of 0.05 Wday). Taken together, it results in exposure of 0.25 hours per 
day. This explanation will be clarified in the footnote to Table 5. 

7. Appendix F, general comment: Each table should have its own, unique number. Future 
human health risk asesmenk will need to be m the RAGS Part D, 2001 fomt .  

Future human health risk assessments will be in the RAGS Part D 2001 format. 

8. Page 2-2: Is the storm sewer system that dkharges to the New River the same 
underground sewer h e  where con taminants were identified in W o n  2R2? If so, an 
ecological risk assessnent should be completed to determine the impact of the 
contamination on the surrounding ecosystem. 
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No, the storm sewer system that discharges to the New River is not the same sewer 
line under which contaminants were identified. Contaminants were identified along 
the sanitary sewer line, which is located to the south of the storm sewer line. 

9. Pages 5-1 and 5-2 Change Region 111 RBCs to Region 9 PRGs. 

Accepted 

10. Page 7-2, first bullet item: It is unclear to the reader where the comparison of soil results 
to Region 9 PRGg took place. Please explain. 

A comparison of soil results to Regfon 9 PRGs was performed. A reference to the soil 
srrrening table will be included in this bulleted item of the documeat 

11. Page 7-3: How was the dekrmination made that futme receptom c o d  not contact 
soils? How is it pasibk that futrrre ccmstruction worker could come in contact with 
shallow groundwater but not the contaminated soil? 

A further explanation of soil conditions at the site will be added to the discussion in 
Section 7. The impacted soils were originally located beneath and adjacent to 
Building 25. However, the NTCRA subsequently treated these soils by mechanical 
augering and addition of zero-valent iron, down to a depth of 21 feet below ground 
surface. Following the soil mixing project, the upper five feet of the mixed soil was 
amended with Portland cement and capped with dean fill material and asphalt 
T h a  the on-site soils are no longer representative of past rdte conditions when 
imp@ soil8 were available for contact by receptors. Soil samples have been 
collected from the mixed soils and were screened against Region 9 PBC values, but 
the soil data was not quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessment 

Consequently, a future construction worker conducting an excavation would 
encounter several feet of treated soil before reaching groundwater. 

12. Page 7-4: It is stated that the industrial worker was assumed to be exposed to VOCs that 
have migrated to indoor air from shallow groundwater. The risk calculation takes place 
in Appendix P, Table 6, page 19 of 19. Where does the EPC calculation using the J & E 
model take place? 

The EPC calculation takes place in Table 3.1 to 33 of Appendix P, which has been 
provided to the State for review. These tables will be included in the revised 
document. 

13. Page 7-7: The MSG1 values provided by EPA Region 4 are outdated and should not be 
used. 

The report text will be modified to indicate that the RAGS Part E guidance for dermal 
risk assessment will be used as the basis for the ABSGI values. The guidance will be 
followed for those chemicals that do not have a listed ABSGI vatue. 

14. Because of the issues above, I cannot agree or disagree with the conclusions of this risk 
assesinent 

This comment has been noted. 



David Lilley - North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Comments dated May 8,2007 

Specific Commts 
1. Please include bromodichlomrnethane and chloroform as VOC exceedances in Figure 5- 

3. 

Bromodichloromethane has been induded in Figure 5-3. As chloroform does not 
exceed the NC 2L standard, it has not been included in F i e  5-3. A nofe has been 
added to Figures 5-2,5-3,54, and W to clarify that only constituents exceeding NC 2L 
standards are reported on these figures. 

2. Table 3.2 lists the high concentratian of &1,2-dichloetln?ne as 450 J ug/L Figure 5 3  
lists the high concentration as 780 ug/L in sample IRS&GW05IW-ED. Please -ct 
this incolrsistency. 

IR8&GW05IW-05 was inadvertently not included in the risk assessment data, the risk 
assessment text and related tables have been modified to correct this omission. 

3. Figure 5-3 and Table 3.2 It is unclear how the concentrated area of the plume was 
determined. The well between GW-16IW-OSD and IRES-GWO3MT-05D (IRB8GW05IW- 
05D) had higher mentrations of tetrachloroethene, t r i c h l d e ~ ,  &-12- 
dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride than found in IR8gGWmIW-Cl5D- Why were the 
sample d t s  from IREE-GWffiIW-05D not included in the EPC caiculation? 

IRBgGW05IW-05 was inadvertently not induded in €he risk assesrsment data, the risk 
assessment text and related tables have been modified to correct this omission. 

4. Pigure 5-4: Please list chloroform a t  a ancentration of 0.4 J ug/L on this figure for 
sample IR88GWlSDW-OSD. 

As chloroform does not exceed the NC 2L standard, it has not been included in Figure 
5-4. A note has been added to Flgures 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5 to clarify that only 
constituents exceeding NC 2L standards are reported on these figures. 

5. Figure 5 4  Please list the hits of cis-1,Z-dichloroethene on this table [Figure] for samples 
IR88GW18DW-Q5D and lR88-GW05DW-05D. 

As cis-l,24ichloroethene does not exceed the NC 2L standard, it has not been 
included in Figure 5-4. A note has been added to Figures 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5 to 
clarify that only constituents exceeding NC 2L standards are reported on these 
fw= 

6. Table 3.2RME: Using the information provided in this table, Figure 5.3, and Appendix 
D, the EPC for trichlorethene cannot be reproduced. Please double-check this 
calculation. 

I&E$-GWOSIW-05 was inadvertently not included in the risk assessment data, the risk 
assessment text and related tables have been modified to meet this omission. 



7. Table 3.1RME: I don't a p e  that the three wells listed QIWKWW-OSD, IRB&.GWI& 
05D, and EWGWOSa5D) are the we& that best mpmsmt the center of the plume. The 
concentmtions of both tetrachioroethene and trichlorrthene in EW-GW02-05D exceed 
the concentrations in the other two wells by more than an order of magnitude, therefore 
the risks associated with using this water would be at least an order of magnitude 
higher- The Region 4 guidance does differ from the national g u i h  in that Region 4 
considers it acceptable to use only one well if it is represent~tive of the center of fk 
plume, which I betiwe would be appropriate m tlris case. 

This calculation has been modified using only IR8&GWOZ-@D. 

8. My comment 6 [re-g to comments from PebTuary 1, I'm not clear m the 
response- Are you saying that the k t  as it appears (0.05 hr/day) is inurrreet and will 
be cwmxted to 0.25 h m / d a y  with an additbnal explanation that the 0.25 hr/day was 
derived as follows: 5 handwashings x 3 minutes/handwashing = 15 minutes/day, or 
0 . u  lu/day? 

Yes - the value of 0.25 hrlday reflects the best professional judgment regarding 
exposure during five handwashing events per day (3 minutes each) for a total of W 
minutes (0.25 Wday). The T- will be modified to say 0.05 hdevent (instead of 
hrlday). It was muttipfied by 5 events per day, resulting in the 025 hrfday value. 

9. My conunent 12 [referring to comments from February 1.20071: The response to this 
comment refem back to the EF'C calcuktion for ingestion and dermal contact to 
groundwater in unik of ug/L The EPC cdcdation for air will be in units of ug/ms and 
is not included m Table 3.1 b g h  3.3. 

The EPC for the Shower Model are provided on Supplemental Tables in Appendix F. 
These tables will be listed in the text in the appropriate section. 



Gena D. Townsend - United States Environmental Protection Agency Comments 
Comments dated February 28,2007 
General Comments 

1. Figures M through 3-9 of the h a f t  Remedial Investigation Site 88 -Operable Unit No. 
15, Building 25 (Draft RI) present geologic crowsections across various portions of Site 
88, Operable Unit (0U)-15. These -116 present several key monitoring web  
with the screened intervals indicated and significant hydro-stratigraphic layers within 
the various aquifer zones depicted. These aossediors would be more informative if 
the significant concentrations ( e x d c e s )  of the various detected contaminants were 
also presented for the ampropxiate screened interval. 

Additionally, several of the well locations preeented on the aoss-sections do not have all 
of the various screened interval wells depicted. For example on Figure 3-4, G d o @  - 
Cross-Section A-A', only the deep saeen;rd interval well ( 8 8 ~ ~ 1 8 i j W )  and the very 
d e e ~  screened interval well (8gMW18DW2) are depicted. The intermediate meened 
in&al well at this location (8gMWlSMI) is not d&icted on Figure 3-4. Including the 
locations of all of the duster wells h a v d  by the -sections will allow for a more 
comprehensive visual confirmation of the extemt of the subsurface contaminant 
boundaries in the various aquifer layers as  constrained by the sample data. Pmvide this 
additional informatim on the depicted moss-sections in future revisions of the Draft RI. 

PCE, TCE, cis-l&DCE, and vinyl chloride concentrations at each screen interval will 
be added to Figures 3-4 through 3-9 to illustrate the vertical distribution of each 
contaminant. Additionally, Figures 3-4 through 3-9 will be modified to include 
missing saeen intervals. 

2. The chlorinated volatile organic compound (CVOC) plumes present in the groundwater 
at Site 88,OU-15 are discussed in several sections of the Draft RI (Executive Summary, 
Section 624.1, General Conceptual Model of Groundwater Flow, Section 8.2, Nature 
and Extent of Contamination and Section 85, Summary and Recommendations) and 
described in terms of locations and dimensions within the shallow, intermediate, deep 
and very deep aquifer tones. However, none of the f i g~re~  provided in the Draft RI 
provide a depiction of the CVOC plume boundaries as described in the text. For clarity, 
and to aid in the determination that the vertical and horizontal extent of dissolved 
contamination has been determined in groundwater, the Draft RI should provide maps 
of the CVOC plumes (preferably with concentration contours) as they have been 
detected in the various aquifer units (shallow, intermediate, deep and very deep). 

The labeling and designation of the moni thg  wells is slightly different from what is 
reported in the text of the Draft RI (e.g., 88MW16DW2) and what is reported in the 
supporting con taminant results tables for the same well (e.g., IR88GW16DW2-05D). It 
was not clearly indicated in the Draft RI why the different well designations were 
utilized. Revise the Draft RI to darify this issue. 

New figures will be created to illustrate the PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride 
plumes within the shallow, intermediate, deep, and very deep aquifer units. These 
figures will be included in Section 5. 



& stated in Section 5.2.1.1, the groundwater samples are designated with a "GW" 
identifier and are associated with a monitoring well that is designated with an "IMW" 
identifier. 

3. A s d o n  should be added to summarize/discuss the changes m plume conditions 
between the 2W data and the initial mvestigations. It should identify if there hiss been 
an increaae/decrease in concenhations and impacted area. 

4. Information should be induded in Section 24.6 to d i i s  the 2005 contaminant lev& in 
the wells that were associated with the R A B m  technology. The ird~nnation presented 
in the text reporb of rapid degradatiun of PCE and TCE. It would be interesthg to 
lwiewthenurentamdi~ofthisar%a 

The wells assodated with the RABllT technology study were not 8ampled as pmt of 
the 2005 RI sampling effork 

SpeciffoComments 

1. Section - 52.l.L Volatile Orpanie Comwnnds, Parre 5-3 

Section 5.2.1.1 of the Draft RI discusses the coneenhaifom of the volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) dete&d durieg the November 2005 sampling event at Site 88. The 
last paragraph on Page 5-3 states that the maximum concentration of tedrachloroetlwne 

in the deep urne was lop00 micrograms per liter (ug/L.) reporhd at 88 
MWICIDW. However, Figure 54, VOC Exceedances in Deep Monitoring Wells, 
indicates that the maximum concentration of PCE in the deep zone is 11m ug/L m 
sanple IR 8&GW16DW2-05D (collebed from monitoring wen 88MW16DW2). In the 
text of the Draft RI, the last paragraph on Page 5-3 goes on to report elevated 
concentrations of PCE in other wells savened in the deep $Itervaliduding MW16DW2, 
which it reports as 8,100 ug/L. An examination of Tables 5-2, Validated Groundwater 
Detections November 2005, and Table 5-3, Validated G o d w a t e r  Exceedances of 
Water Quality Standards November 2005, sheds some light on these apparent 
dkwpmies. In both tables, sample number IRSEGWl6DW2-05D rqxnt PCE 
conceatratiom at 8,100 ug/L as indicated in the text of the Draft RI. However, bofh 
tables also include sample number ~ 1 6 D W 2 - P - 0 5 D  which is the field duplicate 
of IMi3-GW16DW2-05D and reports a PCE concentration of 11,000 ug/L. Additionally, 
the text in the "Nature and Extent" subsedion iR the Executive Surmnary on Page FS3 
indicates that the highest concentration of PCE detected within the deep aquifer was 
repMted at weIl E%-MW16DW Typically in this sittxatlon the higher value is 
considered as the maximum detection in the interest of conservatism as is the case on 
Figure 5-4. Rwise the text in this thison to present the higner detected PCE 
ammuration (field duplicate sample) as the maximum PCE detection for the deep 
interval, or explain the two detected concentrations and indude both results. Also, 
correct Figrne M to indicate that the PCE concentration indicated as sample number 
IRB-GWl6DW2-05D is adually the PCE coneentratiun detected in sample number IRS& 
GWl6DWZ-P-05D. Also, add a footnote to Tables 5-2 and 5-3 indicating &at UP" m the 



sample designation indicates a field duplicate sample. This information currently only 
exists m Appendix E, Data Validation Summary Repmfs. 

The text "The maximum concentration of PCE within the deep zone (10,000 was 
reported at 8&MW18DW. Monitoring well 8&MWYIDW is located approximately 550 
feet west of the former building 25 location, as shown on Figure 54. Elevated 
concentrations of PCE were also reported in monitoring wells 88-MWDsDW 
(1,800J pgK.1, ES-MW11DW 0.4 @), MW16DW2 (S1lOO pgA..II MW19DW 4.4 &I.), 
MW23DW (7.4 pgLJ, and 86-MW33DW (96 &I.) during the November2005 sampring 
event" will be replaced with "The maximum concentration of PCE within the deep 
zone (llp00 was reported at S&MWl6DW2. Monitoring well 88-MW16DW2 i s  
loeated approximately 350 feet west of the fonner buiidmg 25 loeation, as shown on 
Figure < Elevated concentrations of PCE were also in monitoring wells 88. 
MWosDW C1800J N), ES-MWllDW (3.4 WLl, MWMDW (1OpoO p@),lMW19DW 
(24 @Il MW23+ (7.4 Irgn), and SMW~-DW (96 p@) dming the~ovember a 0 5  
sampling event" 

Figure 5-4 will be modified to include the VOC exceedmces from both IRElB 
GWlQDW255D and IR88-GW16DW2-P-05D-05D AdditionallyI a footnote will be added 
to Table $2 and 5-3 to indicate that "P" repraents a field duplicate sample. 

2. Fimre 3-6. Geologic CEoss Section C-C' 

One of the wells depicted on Figure 3-6 that lies between wells 8%-MW5DW2 and 88- 
MW2DW has no well identifier. For consistency, revise Eigure 3-6 to prwide the 
appqxiate identifier for this well (8&MW3OIW ?). 

Accepted 

3. F i w e  3-7, Geologic . Cross Section D-D' 

The well locations identified on Figure 3-7 as 88MW35DW irnd 88-MW35IW are 
incorrectly identified. The three screened intervals depicted at this location correspond 
to wells 88MW06,88MW6IW(R), and g&MW6DW. C-t F i p  3-7 to indicate the 
appropriate well identifiers for this location. 

Accepted 

1. Qecfion 5.2.Ll. Volatile Omanic Com~ounds 

This section discusses elevated concenhsltiom of PCE and TCE m well MW19DW and 
states that this appem to be an isolated instance. Thew is not enough data to support 
this dain Data presented in Appendix D f a  moniKning well hrIWl9IW W e s  an 
estimated value for 1,l-diddoroethene. Monitoring well MWZXW-05D has elevated 
concentrations of PCE and TCE, while monitoring well M!N22DW has no detectable 
concentratiom. Monitoring well MW22 is approximately 250' North of MWl9DW. Both 
of the well points (MW19 and MW22) are downgradient of the soufie. There is also a 
small clay lens that pinches out around well MWl9 (figure 3-9). These are just a few 



factors that bring into question the claim of an isolated source. This could be from 
source and is just a matter of fate and transport, the disappearing clay lens and/or 
monitoring well placement. Remove the statement "isolated instawe" from the bottom 
of pages 5-3 and 5-4. 

On page 5-3, the text "Monitoring well 88-MW23DW is located approximately 800 feet 
west of the Site 88 source area. The PCE reported in MWl9DW (24 Irgn) appears to 
be an isolated instance. MW-19DW is located more than 1.600 feet southwest of the 
former building 25 location." will be replaced with "Monitoring wells 85hXW23DW 
and MWl9DW are located appmximatelv 800 feet and 1,600 feet dawngradient of the - - - 
source area, tpspectively." 

On page 5-4, the text "Monitoring well 88MW23DW is louted approximately 800 feet 
west of the Site 88 some area. The TCE relnnted in MWl9DW (3.8 &I.) appears to 
be an isolated instance. MW-19DW is located more than 1,600 feet sonthwest of the 
former building 25 location." will be replaced with "Monitoring wells 85MW23DW 
and MWISDW are located approximately 800 feet and WOO feet downgradient of the 
source area, respectively." 

Oeneral Comments on tlrs Risk Assessment 

I. Screenina Level Ecolopical Risk Assessment 

Th? Draft Remedi Investigation, Site 88 -Operable Unit No. 15, Building 25 @raft RI) 
is incomplete as the Draft RI did not indude an analysis of ecological risk d t e d  
with releases from the site, only human risks were addressed. Tf&s is a sign&& 
oversight as the Draft RI indicates that vertical migration of elevated levels of 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) has impacted all four aquifer units resulting m extensive 
plumes of chhinated volatile organic c o m p w  (CVOCs). PCE was detected at 
mcentratiions as high as 48,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L) in the shallow aquifer; 
97,000 qg/L in the intermediate aquifer; 11,000 ug/L in the deep zone; and 10 ug/L in 
the very deep zone. The fate and transport analysis presented in the Draft RI states that 
the dissolved phase plumes are migrating to the west and northeast of the site towards 
the New River and Beaverdam Creek, rrspectively. However, the potential for the 
plumes to reach these water bodies was not demonstrated or evaluated. Fwthermore, 
the presence of dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) serves as a continuing source 
of groundwater contamination. Based on the level of groundwater contamination, the 
direction of groundwater flow towards the New River and Beaverdam Creek, 
information should be included to indicate that the plumes have or will be 
contained/remediated before discharge occurs into the surface water bodies. Revise the 
Draft RI to address this issue. 

The Draft RI will be revised to include an evaluation of the potential for impacted 
groundwater to discharge to nearby surfacewater bodies, and associated ecological 
risk 



2. Ouantitation of Risks Associated with Soil 

Section 721, Potential Exposed Populations, of the Draft RI excluded the quantitative 
analysis of risks to soil because no impacted soils at the site are available for conkt  by 
current or fuhne receptors. However, no jusl$fication was provided to substantiate thb 
exclusion. Not until Section 75.1, COPC E e k t h ,  is it understood &at sor'faat soil has 
been removed from the site, that khe site has been capped with dean soil and asphalt, 
deeper soils are c1n~en4 being remediated and analytical results from subsurfact! soil 
samples indicate that remediation of the CVOQ is omwring. However, the hef t  RI 
does not indicate if the "clean soil" and wbsurface soils comply with healfh-based 
deanup goals thus, justifying that the soil medium does not require huther risk 
evaluation. The site is an active industrid area; thedore, the potential exists for futme 
utility repair or site mievebpment to support base activities. Without a dear 
udestandhg of the cleanup goals being achieved in surface and subrmrface soil, rislr 
management decisions cannot be snpparted far the site. Rwise the Draft RI to clarify 
the deanup goals fo~ d a c e  and subsurface soil at the site and sfate whether thes@ goaJs 
have been achieved so that fully inhmed decisions 0x1 the re&ided or &cted use 
of the site sails can be made. 

The report will be r e v i d  to clarify the cleanup goals for s&e a d  subsurface soil 
and to d d b e  the ongoing remediatien of site soils following the NTCRA. 

The primary contaminants of concern at the site are CVm; however, the f%ewtive 
Summary states that the vapor intru&on pathway to indoor building air was not 
evaluated because Building 25 has been demolished. Section 7.2.1, Potential Exposed 
Populations, indicates that vapor intrusion had been evaluated. Vapor inbusion should 
be evaluated to determine whether future buildings can be constructed at the site and 
whether vapor mitigation me;rsarrs are required in new building comhction. Revise 
the Draft RI to clarify and ensure consistency aaoss the Draft RI regarding how the 
vapor intrusion pathway was evaluated. Vapor intrusion is to be evaluated 
under current and future land use aammptlons in order to support risk management. 
deckions on the site. 

The vapor intntsion pathway to indoor building air was evaluated as part of the 
remedial i n v e s w o n  The executive smnmaty will be modified to include this 
information. 


